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face people who you have already ar-
rested 10 or 12 times. But that is the
situation we are in.

This program also cuts out a lot of
Federal bureaucratic jobs. There again
that is a constituency that some people
want to protect but I think most peo-
ple in America want to see a reduction
in the bureaucracy. The way it does
this is give block grants back to the
States.

We hear so much about the 100,000 po-
lice officers that the President’s pro-
gram allegedly handles. But, in fact,
for most it only pays for 25 percent.
After that, the municipality is stuck
with the cost for these additional po-
lice officers.

What our program says is, ‘‘Look.
You may want to put money into the
police officers but you may need new
communications equipment, you may
need new police cars, and if you do, we
want to give you that option, because
we here in Washington don’t have the
answer for every 39,000 of the cities
across America.’’ We feel that people
on the local level know better. We have
passed that today.

It will go to the Senate, it will have
further debate, they will amend the
bill, it will come back to us, as will
some of the other bills in the Contract
With America, but we are working to
fulfill our commitment with the Amer-
ican people.

We are going to start next on welfare
reform and national security prohibit-
ing American soldiers from being under
U.N. command.
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Refining our military so that it is
not too expensive, not wasting money
but effective and able to meet the chal-
lenges of the world.

There are a lot of things in our Con-
tract With America, things like legal
reform, helping senior citizens by let-
ting them stay in the workplace longer
and not having to penalize them on
their Social Security. There is also
family reinforcement, $500 per child
tax credit. These things will help make
America great again.

But in addition to this, Mr. Speaker,
we are not stopping with the contract.
We are going into the appropriations
process. The President’s recently intro-
duced budget adds another $1 trillion
to a $4.8 trillion debt. We cannot afford
that. Already the third largest expendi-
ture on the national budget is the in-
terest on the national debt. It is about
$20 billion each and every month, and
that is money that is gone forever. We
need to reduce the deficit so that we do
not year after year continue to add to
the size of the debt.

I will say quickly it is a Democrat
and a Republican problem. It got there
that way. And I will say that many of
the items in the contract, as I hope our
budget ideas will be worthy of biparti-
san support, because we need to do this
together as Democrats and Republicans
so that we can represent the best inter-
ests of America.

REPUBLICAN DEFENSE CHOICES—A
PRESCRIPTION FOR DISASTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
woman from Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening as a member of the Inter-
national Relations Committee and as a
mother of a small child. Throughout
our lives, we are confronted with tough
choices. As a Member of this body, I
am constantly faced with tough
choices.

The Republicans came up with a pro-
gram that included their tough
choices. The Contract With America is
a political platform of tough choices. I
respect that they presented us a pro-
gram of tough choices. I just happen to
vehemently disagree with the choices
that they’ve made.

When I sit down in my car, before I
start the engine, I check my side mir-
rors and my rear-view mirror. But
when I set out on the road, I’d better
have my eyes fixed on what is in front
of me. Or else, my experience on the
road could be a disaster for me and for
everyone else trying to share the road
with me.

Well, that’s kinda like what the Re-
publicans have done with H.R. 7, now
H.R. 872, the national security plank of
the Republican contract.

They’ve made some tough choices,
but I must stop right here and say that
their choices could be disaster for the
world.

Yes, they strapped in their seatbelts,
but they want to take us backward, not
forward. They have revved up the en-
gine, stepped on the gas, but the car is
in reverse. And they’re looking at the
world from the rear-view mirror.

This is a prescription for disaster.
The Republicans are rushing, as a

part of their contract, to penalize the
poor, discriminate against legal immi-
grants, pander to the rich, and—what
brings me here this evening—through
the National Security part of the con-
tract, they add insult to injury by also
asking this House to invest scarce dol-
lars in yesterday’s boondoggle.

The Republicans have chosen to look
through the rear-view mirror—as if
blinded by the light of the future—they
chose to look behind instead.

Why in the world do we need to go
back to star wars? We have already
spent $36 billion on missile defense, $20
billion more are in the works. Isn’t
that enough? And they don’t even de-
fine the threat, anyway.

This is the same party that says that
Government is too big. This is the
same party that says that kids don’t
deserve to eat subsidized lunch in
school; that pregnant women don’t
need to have subsidized nutrition so
that they can give birth to healthy ba-
bies. This is the same party that said
that we don’t have enough money to
put 100,000 cops on the streets, but Gov-
ernment spending for an elaborate and
controversial missile defense in space
is OK.

Rather than asking for money for
star wars, the Republicans could have
asked for money to clean up the con-
taminated bases that coexist with our
communities.

Rather than asking for star wars, the
Republicans could have looked at ways
that we could constructively engage
with the rest of the world through
multilateralism and collective secu-
rity.

And, finally, they could have looked
at promising weapons systems that
bear more relation to the type of de-
fense we need for our future, based on
a forward looking projection of U.S.
global interests and the U.S. global
threat. Instead, the Republicans have
jerked their knees so far into the past
that this bill, just like many of the
other contract bills, just flat out lacks
credibility.

Tomorrow, we will debate the so-
called National Security Revitalization
Act. The choices will be made perfectly
clear.

We can go back to yesterday’s boon-
doggle and revive star wars, but only
at a critical cost.

This bill does not provide for us a for-
ward-looking vision of the world and
the U.S. role in it.

This bill does not provide us with a
rationale of a cooperative relationship
with the rest of the world.

Unfortunately, this bill does not even
leave jingoism behind.

And finally, this bill just makes some
bad choices for the millions of moms
like me who care about the world and
the country that we leave for our chil-
dren.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DICKS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
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IN DEFENSE OF THE DAVIS-BACON
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak in favor of a bill that
has saved money for U.S. taxpayers
and has expanded economic oppor-
tunity for millions of Americans. In
short, a bill that has been the key for
securing the American dream for thou-
sands of working families for more
than 60 years.

I join a long, bipartisan list of sup-
porters who have come out in favor of
this act. In fact, the original sponsors
were two Republicans. The President
who signed the bill into law was a Re-
publican. And since its birth, Repub-
licans including Ronald Reagan have
supported this act.
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